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KEY ISSUES AT A GLANCE

TOXIC REMNANTS
OF WAR

The drawdown of ISAF forces presents significant environmental concerns from military pollution at

former bases and ranges.

* There is concern over the level of access for Afghanistan’s environmental authorities to military bases,

and to ISAF data on environmental quality from baseline and closure environmental studies.

* Private Military Security Contractors continue to play a significant role but liability for environment
damage caused during their operations is poorly defined.

* Existing political and military agreements between ISAF forces and the Afghan government do not make
reference to liability for environmental contamination caused during operations.

* There is a need for a common and robust environmental protection standard across all ISAF forces.

* There is a pressing need for stronger language in the ISAF mandate to ensure that responsibility is taken

by ISAF for environmental protection during and after the closure of military installations.

INTRODUCTION

The UN mandated International Security Assistance
Force (ISAF) has been deployed in Afghanistan since
2001 under the authority of United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) Resolution 1386. In August 2003,
NATO assumed command of the operation and its
mandate has been repeatedly extended by the UNSC.
During the 2010 Lisbon Summit, NATO agreed to
begin a process of transitioning full responsibility for
national security to Afghanistan.

The transition is due to end in 2014 and has involved
a significant reduction in troop numbers. At the height
of operations in May 2011 there were approximately
142,400 ISAF troops deployed to Afghanistan (100,000
of whom were US personnel), and 101,789 private
confractors'. In April 2014 this was down to approximately
47,600 ISAF troops, although as of April 2014 the
presence of private contracfors remained high at 61,452

contractors in the country?.
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More  than
expected to be closed and handed back by the end of

1200  ISAF-occupied  properties  are

20148, Properties include Airbases, Forward Operating
Bases (FOB), Main Operating Bases, Combat Outposts,

Firebases or Fire Support Bases and Patrol Bases.

Military bases are known to leave a foxic footprint. This
has been a significant issue both domestically in the US*
and abroad in countries hosting military bases such as South
Korea®, the Philippines® and Panama”. While contingency
operations differ slightly, there is a strong indication that

military pollution will be left in Afghanistan as a result of
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ISAF's activities there, potentially placing Afghan civilians
and the environment at risk. It is therefore essential that

ISAF takes steps to avoid this legacy.

This briefing examines a range of toxic remnants of war
that could impact installations in Afghanistan as a result
of the drawdown. It also considers current agreements
in respect to environmental liability. It will demonstrate a
policy gap that could unjustly impact Afghani citizens and
that should be addressed in the new ISAF mandate.

ISAF FORCES IN AFGHANISTAN

ISAF forces comprise troops from 48 nations®. The
largest force within ISAF by a very wide margin is the
United States (US). While the vast maijority of ISAF
installations are run by the US Army, a number of other
states have maintained installations in Afghanistan
including: Canada, UK, France, Poland, Germany,
Norway, Australia, Netherlands and ltaly.

Alongside the military, there are a substantial number
of Private Military Security Companies (PMSCs| operating
in Afghanistan, they are engaged in a broad spectrum of
security and support services. In April 2014, the rafio of
confractors fo US soldiers in Alghanistan was 2:19. Itis likely
that affer the majority of ISAF troops leave Afghanistan,

many private contractors will remain'®

TRW FROM MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS

The tables in ANNEX 1 and 2 provide examples of
the risks from and sources of pollution from military
installations. While environmental protection policies
have improved during the last decade there is still
potential for long-term environmental damage and
risks to civilian health.
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There is a need for greater scrufiny and transparency over
the environmental foofprint of ISAF installations. However
there has been some concem over the lack of access
for Afghan environmental authorities to military bases.
Complefe access to data from environmental baseline and
closure studies must also be provided. Support may also
be needed to ensure that the Afghan authorities have the

capacity to verify environmental data from these studies.

A further concemn relates to the use of PMSCs to support
ISAF operations. In Iraq and elsewhere, the routine use of
contractors and sub-contractors has led to environmental

oversight and accountability problems'.

CURRENT AGREEMENTS
The ISAF Security Council mandate, which has been

extended on an annual basis since 2001, currently
contains no environmental protection language.

The separate ISAF Military Technical Agreement (MTA|'?
(2002) is a political agreement between ISAF and the
Afghan government. It too does not make specific reference
to liability for military-origin environmental contamination. It
does sfate that forces will ‘respect the laws of Afghanistan’
as far as they are compatible with the UNSC mandate but
that ISAF will not be liable for property damage.

The US also has a separate Status of Forces Agreement
with Afghanistan (SOFA)'® agreed in 2003. This document
makes no mention of environmental protection and states
that Afghanistan and the US ‘waive any and all claims
against each other for damage fo or loss or destruction of

4

property owned by either parly...

While Afghanistan’s environmental law was strengthened
in 2007, as of 2008 this had not been translated into US
military policy.'® To interpret Afghani Law info US policy,
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final governing standards (FGS) for pollution and waste
must be developed. However the US is not required to
develop FGS in contingency operations and it is unclear
whether these have been developed since 2008. It is also
unclear whether Afghanistan’s National Environmental
Protection Agency [ANEPA] has the analytical capacity
fo ensure that ISAF forces are respecting Afghanistan'’s
national environmental law. Furthermore the current SOFA
agreement between the US and Afghanistan allows the US

fo escape liability for environmental damage.

Environmental protection standards are not specified
in ISAF policy OPLAN 38302'. NATO environmental
protection policy!” does however provide guidelines,
principles and policies for environmental profection'®
NATO policy establishes that host nation law should be
respected but sfates are not bound by the policy and each
NATO sending nation is responsible for the actfions of
their own troops. This means environmental protection is
devolved to each troop contributing nation, all of whom

have different approaches and standards.

Environmental agreements are not without precedent.
In 2015 new agreements between NATO, the US and
Afghanistan are expected to be signed that outline the
status of foreign forces in Afghanistan for the next ten years.

These agreements include:

e US-Afghanistan Bilateral Security Agreement (BSA),
in negotiation'”

e NATO-Afghanistan SOFA, in negotiation?°.

The draftUS-Afghan BSA does coverenvironmental issues
and is an improvement on the existing SOFA agreement.

Draft language includes: ‘due regard for environmental
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protection and human health and safefy’, ‘a preventative
rather than reactive approach’to environmental profection,
and nofes a prompt approach to dealing with spills and other
environmental incidents that have subsfantive impact. The
agreement also notes a sentiment of ‘working fo improve’
confractor fransparency, accountability and effectiveness.
And as noted in the previous agreement Afghani law is fo

be respected.

While the BSA has more detail, some positive language
and awareness of environmental confamination problems,
it lacks teeth. Itis also not refrospective and, if the language
is approved, will only apply to future pollution incidents.
Crucially, the agreement avoids specifying terms on the
condition of returned bases, instead noting that the parties

‘shall consult’ on these ferms.

CONCLUSION

As the military operations in Afghanistan draw to a
close, itis becoming apparent that there is a significant
risk that ISAF forces will leave behind toxic remnants
of war that threaten both environmental and public

health.

Key issues are:

e Existing political agreements have specifically
avoided liability for property damage.

e There are no commonly agreed environmental
protection standards between ISAF forces.

* Inadequate environmental oversight and
management of private contractors and sub-
contfractors.

e There is a lack of capacity and access for
Afghan organisations to assess contamination.

The implications of issues highlighted are:

e Health risks to civilians, particularly vulnerable
groups such as pregnant women and children.

* Ecological risk to the environment and the
livelihoods of those that depend on it.

e Political risk to NATO over the liability for any

contamination remaining on refurned bases.



RECOMMENDATIONS

1) INTRODUCE LANGUAGE TO THE ISAF
MANDATE that ensures responsibility is taken by
ISAF for the environmentally responsible closure of
military installations.

2) ISAF POLICY NEEDS TO CLARIFY AND APPLY
COMMON ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS based
on Afghani law or that of troop contributing nations
(whichever is most stringent).

3) CLARITY IS NEEDED ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL
LIABILITY OF PMSCS, and increased efforts to
ensure capacity for environmental oversight and
management.

4) ISAF SHOULD PROVIDE FULL ACCESS FOR
ANEPA 1o baseline environmental surveys and
closure reports.

5) PROVIDE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE to ANEPA
for verification of environmental quality in and
around ISAF installations.



ANNEX 1 TRW ACTIVITIES, RISKS AND SUBSTANCES

RISK OF HARM,
EXPOSURE AND
CONTAMINATION

e Contaminated scrap
metal can be sold on,
potentially exposing
more people to toxic
substances and metals.

TRW EVENT

SCRAP METAL TRADE

® Releases info atmosphere
and leaching info soils
and groundwater.

e UXOs pose immediate
explosive threat fo people
enfering abandoned
ranges. Children often

ABANDONED FIRING most af risk
RANGES
e Exposure fo heavy mefals,
explosive residues and
breakdown products via
groundwater.
e Contact with skin through
handling metals during
ISAF FORCES BASE recycling or processing.
CLEARANCE AND ®  Risk of explosion when
SCRAPPING OF melting down scrap.
GOODS e Pollution through

inappropriate disposal.

e Aimospheric
confamination due to
burning. Exposure via

BURN PIT WASTE

DISPOSAL inhalation.
® Deposition of airborne
particulates on ground
and in water systems.
*  Atmospheric release
STOCKPILE of partially combusted
MANAGEMENT explosive compounds.
CONTAMINATION ®  Soil and groundwater

contamination.

FROM SPILLS AT ISAF
BASES

o Risk of contamination if

HUMAN WASTE cess pools are poorly
AND WASTE WATER fned.
DISPOSAL e No freatment of waste,

just sforage
e Odour.




ANNEX 2 TRW SUBSTANCES AND HEALTH

TRW EVENT

* SCRAP METAL TRADE

* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES
® |[SAF SCRAP CLEARANCE

e STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT

POTENTIAL HEALTH IMPACT

* SCRAP METAL TRADE

* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES
® |[SAF SCRAP CLEARANCE

e STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT

*  Damage fo cenfral nervous system
* long ferm exposure can lead fo anaemia
e Sperm domage

* Harm to developing foetuses

* SCRAP METAL TRADE

* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES
* ISAF SCRAP CLEARANCE

o STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT

* Ingestion impacts digestive fract
e Causes renal damage

® FEffects the cardiovascular system
e Eye iritation and complaints

®  Brain damage

e Kidney domage

® Harm to developing foetuses

o STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT
* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES

e \omiting, abdominal pain and diarrhoea

* Impacts nervous system, liver and cardiovascular system
e Prevents kidney upfake of vitamin D - bone disease

e Can cause renal failure and death

® Inhalation can cause bronchitis and other lung illnesses.

e Carcinogenic to humans - IARC Group 1

o STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT
* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES

e  Seizures, convulsions
® Dizziness and vomiting

*  Neurological sympfoms: lethargy, muscle twitching, hyper-
irritability

e STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT
* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES

e Ancemia

e Abnormal liver function

o STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT
* ABANDONED FIRING RANGES

e Animal studies suggest possible damage to liver and central
nervous system

e FUEL SPILLS
* BURN PIT WASTE DISPOSAL

* long term exposure can lead fo heart disease
*  Anoxia

e Jaundice

e Reproductive effects

e Considered a possible human carcinogen - IARC Group 2B

e FUEL SPILLS

e Carcinogenic to humans - IARC Group 1

e FUEL SPILLS

® Probable carcinogen to humans- IARC Group 2A

e FUEL SPILLS

® Possibly carcinogenic to humans - IARC Group 2B

® Possibly carcinogenic to humans - IARC group 2B

* long ferm exposure can affect nervous system




